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ABSTRACT 

Defining beha\ioral objectives as the operational 
statements of behavior which a student is expected to demonstrate at 
the end of a course, this paper exa«!ines the state of behavioral 
objectives in speech instruction, reviews theoretical positions and 
empirical evidence regarding the use of behavioral objectives in 
instruction, and reports on the findings of a study which utilized 
behavioral objectives in a basic speech communication course. The 
purpose of the study was to determine if communication of behavioral 
objectives affected student achievement and attitude. Twenty 
instructors and 417 students, representing 20 class sections of the 
basic speech communication course at a midwestern university, served 
as subjects. Nine instructional objectives based on three assigned 
chapters in the required textbook were investigated over a period of 
three weeks, using two instruments to test the hypotheses of the 
study. A content test was devised by the researcher to measure 
overall student achievement, and subscales of this test were used to 
measure achievement at different levels of cognitive learning. The 
results of this study supported the contention that behavioral 
objectives have a positive, facilitative effect on student 
achievement. (TS) 
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BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES? A REVIEW OF THEORETICAL 
POSITIONS AND EMPIFIICAL EVIDENCE AND AN INVESTI- 
GATION OF THE EFFECTS OP TWO TYPES OP INSTRUCT- 
IONAL OBJECTIVES OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND 
ATTITUDE IN A BASIC SPEECH COMMUNICATION COURSE 



The purposes of this paper are (l) to examine 
the state of behavioral objectives in speech instruct- 
ion, (2) to review theoretical positions end enplMcal 
evidence regarding the use of behavioral objectives in 
instruction, and (3) to report the findings of a study 
vhlch utilized behavioral objectives in a basic speech 
coaonunication course. 
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Accountability has become a necessity in the educationftX world. Although 
educators have always considered themselves accountable for the use of resources 
and for the quality of their educational products, the last ten years in education 
have Increasingly indicated that the general public as well as state legislatures 
do not always share the educator's view* Instructional prograne at all levels of 
education have come under attack, especially in regard to whether th^y produce a 
product which can be defined and measured. 

One of the most critical issues confronting the professional educator today 

is the demand for accountability—a demand being echoed by students, teachers, 

administrators, school boards, legislatures, and the general public. The demand 

for accountability received its most forceful support to date in Richard Nixon's 

March 3, 1970, "Message on Educational Refoxn.** Mr. Nixon states: 

American education is in urgent need of reform. 
To achxeve this. • .reform, it will be necessary to 
develop broader and more sensitive measurements of 
learning than we now have ...new meoflurements of 
educational output.... 

From these considerations, we derive another new 
concept: accountability. School administrators 
and school teachers alike are responsible for their 
performance, and it is in their interest as well as 
in the interests of their pupils that they be held 
accountable. 

Central to the issue of accountability is the stating of educational 
objectives. The use of objectives in education has, in recent years, generated 
considerable debate. The current objectives controversy is centered around the 
question, "How should educational objectives be stated?" 

Most authors tend to view objectives on three levels (Krathwohl, 1965; 
Gronlund, 1970). The first level, the aims of education, refers to the broad 
goals and values of education in general (e.g., to make students informed citizens.) 
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Stfttements of objectives on thlB level function primarily as guides to the overall 
educational process of a country, school board» or institution. Curriculum or 
course goals refer to objectives on the secondi ievel. These general statements 
of objectives tend to focus on the outcomes of instruction (e.g., to create an 
awareness of the role of speech communication in a free society). Objectives 
on this level assist teachers in planning instruction and provide students with 
general statements of what they might expect to learn as a result of taking a 
particular course. Level three instructional objectives focus on the immediate 
results of the teaching-learning process; they may be explicit or implicit, 
behavioral or nonbehavioral. 

Jenkins and Deno (1970) point out that each level of objectives is approp- 
riate to certain needs and certain persons. For example, broad statements of the 
overall alms of education may be the appropriate mode for long-range, educational 
planning; general statements of course goals prove useful to irstruetional or 
curriculum designers; instructional objectives are essential to the classroom 

» 

teacher. 

Although consensus for stating objectives on levels one and two (aims of 
education and course goals, respectively) is that these objectives should be 
specific enough to accomplish the task for which they were designed, there is no 
consensus on how instructional objectives should be stated. The controversy 
concerning educational objectives^ focuses on this level. At issue is whether 
or not instructional objectives should be stated behavlorally (i.e., in tenns 
of observable, measurable stysvient behavior). 

A behavioral objectlw ctui be defined as the operational statements of 
behavior which a student is t'Ap«cted to demonstrate at the end of the course 
(Baker, 1967). Ooodlad {l9Cd) states that instructional objectives are statements 
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of what the student should knov or do as a consequence of instruction* 

Most definitions of behavioral objectives follow Mager's (1962) three 

criteria. A behavioral objective should specify; 
1« The action performed by the student 
2« The condition under vhich the performance is to occur 
3. The criteria of acceptable perfonnance 

For example: Given a communication model studied in class (condition), the 

student will correctly identify by labeling (action) each variable contained 

in the model (criteria). 

Kibler et al (1970) view behavioral objectives as having five components: 

1. Who is to perform the behavior 

2. The actual behavior to be employed in demonstrating mastery 
of the objectives 

3« The result (i.e., the product or perfomance) of the behavior 
which will be evaluated 

U» The relevant conditions under which the behavior is to be 
demonstrated 

5. The s* mdard which will be used to evaluate success of the 
product or performance 

The purposes of this paper are (l) to examine the state of behavioral 

objectives in speech instruction, (2) to review theoretical positions and 

empirical evidence regarding the use of behavioral objectives in instruction, 

and (3) to report the findings of a study which utilised behavioral objectives 

in a basic speech connunlcation course. 

Behavioral Objectives in 
Speech Communication 

Documented concern for objectives in the speech field can be traced to 
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Ancient Greece* One of the earliest references to objectives in speech train- 
ing is found in Aristotle's Rhetoric (Cooper, 1932). Aristotle suggested such 
objectives for speakers as to be able to argue either side of the question and 
to be able to frame proofs based on common knowledge and scientific arguments. 
Some of the early textbooks in speech also revealed a concern for speech 
objectives. A 1906 book by Scott cites one major goal for a speaker: **to 
influence the human mind" (p. ll). The goals of training in speech were specified 
by Woolbert in 1915 as: (l) to represent sincere meaning, (2) to master words, 
(3) to control voice, and ih) to govern the outer manner. 

Similarly, speech Journals abound vith literature dealing with the aims 
and goals of speech communication. As early as 1918 the Quarterly Journal of 
Speech published "The Broader Aspects of Speech Training,** an article which 
outlined the goals of a speech program (Blanton and Blanton, 1918). Writing in 
19U2, Anspach states that a speech course *'must be aim, purpose, and objective 
conscious** (p. 116). He indicates that only if a course has direction can 
instruction have meaning. Throughout the forties and fifties, numerous articles 
delineated and proposed a wide variety of speech goals and objectives (Idol, I9U3J 
Brigham, 1950; Holtzman, 1955; Breniman, 1958). Only Prankel (1937) argued for 
behavl orally stated objectives throughout the early years in speech education. 
In an article in the qyftrtcrlY Jouynaj^ q£. Speech, aptly entitled '*Charting a Road 
through the Speech Wilderness," Frankel states: 

I propose the elimination of all vague and Indefinite 
statements such as "to improve our pupil's speech," 
which cover the entire field and hence do not improve 
»ny one thing. I propose the substitution of definite, 
concrete, simple goals which can be attained within a 
definite time limit. A series of goals would give both 
teacher and pupils a definite, attainable aim and would 
tend to objectify the results obtained by both the pupil 
and teacher [p. ^79]. 
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In the last decade, considerable emphasis has been giyen to stating 
speech objectives in behavioral terms. Kibler, in 1963, presented a paper 
to the Speech Association of America Convention entitled "Behavioral Objectives 
for Undergraduate Speech Instruction" in which he urged speech teachers to state 
objectives behaviorally. Other scholars have also noted the importance of 
behavlorally stated objectives in the speech communication curriculum (Byers, 
1963; Baker, 196?; Clevenger, 1968; Gruner, 1968, Kibler et al, 1970). Recent 
trends In textbooks in the speech field Indicate support for the stating of 
objectives (See: Henning, 1966; Keltner, 1970). In Teaching Speech in the 
Secondary School. Brooks and Friedrich (1973) argue persuasively for the use of 
behavioral objectives in speech communication Instruction. Similarly, Allen and 
Wlllmlngton, in their methods text, advocate the use of behavioral objectives in 
speech Instruction. 

Conferences sponsored by the Speech CoMaunication Association (SCA) have 
advised training speech teachers to vrite and use behavioral objectives (Buys, 
1966). The committee on Research and Instructional Development in Speech Communi- 
cation recommended at the 1969 annual SCA conference that a systematically artic- 
ulated program of speech communication instruction, based on behavioral objectives 
be developed to extend from pre-school through the graduate level (Kibler and 
Barker, 1969). Similarly, the committee on Evaluation in Speech Communication 
stressed the importance of behavioral objectives to the Instructional process in 
the development of an empirically based speech education program ( Spectra . 1969). 
To facilitate these recommendations, numerous workshops have been conducted for 
teachers in the construction and utilization of behavioral objectives in speech 
education (Cegala, 1972). , 

Despite the apparent concern for stating speech communication objectives 
and the increasing pressure that these objectives be stated behavlorally, Kibler 
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et el (1970) report only liroited use of behavioral objectives in speech 
instruction. It seems certain that, before a general acceptance or rejection 
of behavioral objectives in speech instruction occurs, a great deal more about 
their use and effectiveness must be known. To this point, Kibler et al (19T0) 
concluded that systematic research, relevant to the use of behavioral objectives 
in speech communication is needed. 

Theoretical Positions Related to 
Behavioral Objectives 

I 

The objectives controversy has been generated in part by the conflicting 
opinions of noted scholars regarding the effect of behavioral objectives on the 
teaching-learning process and by the failure of empirical data to substantiate 
or disprove the contention that behavioral objectives enhance learning. 

The numerous and often lengthy lists of the advantages of stating 
instructional objectives behaviorally which appear in much of the literature 
(Briggs, 1970; Kibler, Barket, end Cegala, 1970; Gels, 1972) can be categorised 
into four major areas: conmunication of goals, curriculum design, teaching- 
learning process, and evaluation procedures. Proponents argue that behavioral 
objectives facilitate the communication of educational goals to the teacher, 
student, administrator, legislator, and general public. Behavioral objectives 
aid curriculum development, particularly in generating new or redesigning old 
curriculum. Temehers are-aided in the planning and sequencing of instruction, 
and more effective learning results when objectives are stated in measurable 
terms. Finally, it is asserted that statements in behavioral terms provide the 



basla for a systematic and accurate means of evaluating the total educational 
process* 

The importance of stating objectives in behavioral teros has been stressed 
by many persons including Mager (I962), CoRswell (1966), Churchman (1968), 
DeCecco (1968), Vargas (1972), Brooks and Priedrich (1973). A major advantage 
asserted is that explicit statements of instructional objectives facilitate 
communication about the teaching-learning process (Kibler et al, 1970j Briggs, 
1970 i Harless, 1971). 

Proponents argue that behavioral objectives aid the teacher in organizing 
material and in designing instructional strategies (Brooks and Priedrich, 1973; 
Mager, 1962; Kibler et al, 1970). Tyler (195O) states that specific objectives 
are the most useful criteria for selecting learning activities and teaching 
procedures. He maintains that they are a necessary guide to instruction. Gagne 
(1967) states that the most fundamental reason for defining educational objectives 
is to make the distinction between content and method possible. Harless (l97l). 
Gels (1966), Mager and Pipe (1970), and others have stressed that many apparent 
instructional problems are significantly reduced or eliminated vhen objectives 
are stated behaviorally. 

The advantages to the student appear to be many. Popham (I969A) stated 
that objectives help the student by providing a dlrestion and goal for his studies. 
Brooks and Priedrich (1973) state that behavioral objectives help the student to 
direct his own attention and efforts better. Harless (1971) suggests that state- 
ments of objectives aid the student because they tell him when he has achieved 
and when he has not. Other authors point out that behavioral objectives do away 
with Irrelevant material and produce more effective learning (Kibler et al, 1970; 
Harless, 1971; Mager and McCann, 1961). ' 
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Behavioral objectives also facilitate various evaluative activities} 
evaluating the student, evaluating Instruction, and evaluating the curriculum* 
Many believe that explicitly stating objectives is the first step in developing 
adequate evaluation tools (Gagne, :96$b). Harless (1971). states that only 
through the use of behavioral objectives can measures of achievement be made 
systematically and scientifically. 

Some e>:pert8 who are equally committed to finding more effective means 
of instruction and evaluation object in varying degrees to the behavioral 
objectives movement. These opponents of behavioral objectives have advanced 
a number of sophisticated and articulate criticisms. A primary theme apparent 
in much of the literature cautions against relying too heavily on behavioral 
objectives (Strain, 1970). Many authors criticize the position that behavioral 
objectives represents the ultimate in educational reform. 

Criticisms and rebuttals on the objectives controversy abound in the 
literature (see: Popham, 1969 i Cohen, 1970; Kapfer, 1971 i OJeman, 1968, 1969). 
The major criticisms pertaining to the use of behavioral objectives are; (1) 
behavioral objectives are too restrictive and hinder innovation; (2) not all, 
and not necessarily the most Important goals can or should be stated behaviorally; 
(3) writing objectives behaviorally is unrealistic and impractical ; (U) concentration 
on observable outcomes may result in a failure to understand and appreciate the 
process. 

A number of opponents (Amstine, 1961* ; Atkln, 1963; MacDonald, 1966) argue 
that precise objectives hinder the full development of the student and force the 
teacher into an inflexible mode. Atkln (1968) points out four major problems 
in attempting to state objectives behaviorally: (l) not all educational goals 
can be stated in texms of observable outcomes; (2) earty statements of objectives 

il 
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statements of objectives hamper and frustrate highly desirable innovation and 
limit the range of curricultan development} (3) behavioral objectives place too 
much restriction on the teacher and considerable educational potential may be 
lost; and there is a real danger that what is of value, what is worthwhile, 
nay be lost In the demand for meR«urement. Along similar lines, Eisner (1967) 
states that one cannot specify in advance all the objectives in a teaching 
situation. 

Eisner (1969) observes that teachers are simply not using behavioral 
objectives to prepare their instruction. He believes that teachers are not 
convinced of the power that objectives are accorded by some advocates. In 
addition, he states that the amount of time and effort needed to write behavioral 
objectives for each lesson is prohibitive. 

Geeen (I96U) and Komlsar (I966) caution that explicit objectives concen- 
trate on producing behavioral changes and may result In students' failing to 
understand or appreciate the reasons for the change. Similarly, OJemann (I968) 
suggests that the esiphasis on observable behavior will result In the student's 
falllnii to realize the significance of the material for him, Bbel (I963) rein- 
forces this argument by maintaining that education Is concerned with the develop- 
ment of the process as well as the products. 

In a review of the literature on behavioral objectives Gels (1972) captured 
the essence of the controversy when he concluded: 

When there are few facts, the near vacuum is likely 
to be fill«d by firey potemlcs and disputation. So 
It Is with behavioral objectives. Much of the extensive 
literature consists of fervent evangelical crusades aimed 
at getting teachers to state objectives and equally 
dramatic attacks on that activity, practically Indicating 
that It is the work of the devil. 
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Clearly, more than opinion is nejded to resolve the objectives contro- 
versy. As Eisucr (1967) points out, it is really an emplMcal question whether 
behavioral objectives are of value or not* 

Empirical Research Related to * 
Behavioral Objectives 

Results of enplMcal research fail to substantiate or disprove the 
contention that behavioral objectives enhance the teaching-learning process. 
Much of the contradiction is due to major variations among studies ( .g. , different 
student populations, different subject matter, different degrees of specificity 
Ob objectives, different experimental designs). Most studies have examined the 
effects of some combination of behavioral objectives, general objectives, no 
objectives, and other forms of information (i.e., advanced organizers, pre-tests, 
study guides) on the following dependent variables: (l) student achievement, 
(2) student ughievement or various learning levels, and (3) student attitude 
toward Instruction. The objectives controversy is due in part to the inconsistency 
of these research findings. 

The Effect of Behavioral Objectives on Student Achievement 

One area of Investigation which illustrates this inconsistency is the effect 
of behavioral objectives on student achievement. Student achievement has been 
variously defined, but is generally operationalized in terms of student scores on 
immediate post-test and/or delayed retention test. 

Studies by Doty (1968), and Blaney and McKie (1969), and Engel (1968) foimd 
that behavioral objectives Influenced student achievement significantly compared to 
withholding objectives. On the other hand studies by Smith (1967), Boardman (1970, 
and Bishop (1969) failed to Indicate that the provision of behavioral objectives 
influenced student achievement. When the effects of behavioral objectives were 
compared to general objectives and other forms of advance organisers on student 
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aohievenent, Lavr^nce (19T0), Dalis (1970), and Collins (1971), found a clear 
superiority for beiavioral objectives* i^'tudles by Herahinan (1971), Veinburg 
(1970), and Jenkintt and Deno (1971), however, found no significant differences 
in achievement related to the type of objective* Studies by Tieman (1966), 
Schnelderwent (1970), and Colon (1970) provide some evidence that behavioral 
objectives have a facllitatlve effect on achievement* 

It is difficult to sunnarlse this group of studies because of the 
Inconsistency of results* Fifteen studies are reported here; six found behavioral 
objectives to have a facultative effect on achievement, three found partial 
support for the use of behavioral objectives, and six found behavioral objectives 
to have no effect on achievement* Specifically, on achievement measured by a 
post-test, six studies clearly support behavioral objectives, while two studies 
report a positive trend toward behavioral objectives* Six studies, however, 
found no evidence to support the effectiveness of behavioral objectives* On 
measures of delayed retention, two studies found objectives to enhance performance 
and one did not find this effect* (See Table l) 

A major problem associated with this group of studies is the inconsistv^ncy 
of the independent variables involved* Many of the studies simply report a 
distinction between providing behavioral objectives and no obje' a * Others 
go further and differentiate among behavioral objectives, ger i-^l or.,;iCtlves, and 
no objectives* Some studies failed to include examples of the oo^^cbives employed 
or the criteria by which they were defined* Other studies failed to operatlonalize 
variables end offered vague definitions of critical terns* The generalizability 
of results in these studies is not feasible* 

Empirical research related to the effect of behavioral objectives on 
student achievement is summarised in the following table i 
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TABLE 1 

THE EFFECT OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES 
ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 



Independent Dependent 
Variables Variables 



Researcher 


B.O.a 


G.O.^ 


other 


Pt.<^ 


R.T.'^ 


Results 


ouxxn lyOf 


X 


X 




X 




No significant difference 


juoxy lyoo 


X 




Exercises 


x 




Significant diff«— B.O. 


Engle 1968 


X 




No objec- 
tives 


X 


X 


Significant diff.— B.O. 


Tleman 1966 


X 


X 




X 


X 


Significant diff .'—B.O. , 
R.T. only 


Bishop 1968 


X 




No objec- 
tives 


X 


X 


No significant difference 


Blaney-McKie 
1969 


X 




Verbal 
Intro. , 
pretest 


X 




Significant diff.— B.O. 
and pretest 


Boardfflan 1970 


X 


X 




X 




No significant difference 


Conlon 1970 


X 


X 




X 




Positive trend— B.O. 


Lawrence 1970 


X 




Info. 

organiser, 
pretest 


X 




Significant diff*— B.O. 


Schnelderwent 
1970 


X 


X 




X 




Positive trend— B.O. 


Welnburg 1970 


X 


X 


No objec- 
tives 


X 




No significant difference 


Collins 1971 


X 


X 


No objec- 
tives 


X 




Significant diff.— B.O. 


Dalls 1971 


X 


X 


Short 
paragraphs 


X 




Significant diff.— B.O. 


Hershman 1971 


X 


X 


Person- 
ality 


X 




No significant difference 


Jenkins, Deno 
1971 


X 


X 




X 




No significant difference 



B.O.J m behavioral objectives; O*©."* « general objectivesi Pt.® ■ posttestj 
R«T«^ « retention test. 
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Th9 Effect of Behavioral Ob.lectlves on Student Aohlevewent of Various Levels 
of Learning — — — " 

Investigations of the effect of behavioral objectives on student achievement 
of various types or levels of learning yield ambiguous results, A nunber of 
researcliers have investigated the effects of behavioral objectives across various 
levels of learning: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, and problem 
solving. Most studies, hovever, categorized learning as knowledge and comprehension. 
Knowledge is defined as the learning of facts and comprehension as the learning of 
principles. Precise and consistent definitions, hovever, are lacking. 

Only one study, Papay (1971) » found behavioral objectives to be more 
effective with one type of learning, knowledge, than others, but no more effective 
than the use of questions or advance organizers. This difference, furtheimore, was 
apparent only on the post-test and not on the delayed retention test. Studies by 
Oswald and Fletcher (1970), Steadman (1970), Olsen (l97l), and Yelon and Schmidt 
(1971) found no significant interaction between behavioral objectives and level of 
learning. Research in this category is sunnarized in Table 2, 
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TABLE 2 



THE EFFECT OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES ON STUDENT 
ACHIEVEMENT OF VABIOUS LEARNING LEVELS 



Independent 
Variableo 



Researcher B«0« 0«0« Other 



Dependent 
Variables 



Learning 
Level* Pt. 



R«T« Results 



Osvald and 
Fletcher 
1970 



X Ho obj- K.,C. X 
eetives 



No significant difference 



Steadman 
19T0 

Olson 1971 



Papay 1971 



Yelon and 
Schmidt 
1971 



No obj- K.,C., X 
eetives Ap. ,An« 

No Ob J- K,,C.,0. X 
eetives 

Ques- K.,C. X 
tions , 
Advanced 
organi- 
sers 



B.O. * P.S. 

instruc- 
tions » 
Instruc- 
tions 



No significant difference 



No significant difference 



Si-snificant difference for 
all groups— K«, Pt* Sig- 
nificant difference for 
advanced organiser group— 
C«, Pt, No significant 
difference— K; , R«T« 
Significant difference for 
questions group— C, R.T. 

No significant difference 
on test #1. Significant 
difference- Instructions 
group on test 02» 



Learning level^: K. - knowledge; C. - comprehension; Ap. - application; 

An. - analysis; 0. - generalization; P.S* - problem solving. 
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The Effect of BehRvloral Ob.ieotlvea on Student Attitude Tovard Inotructlon 

The effect of behavioral objectives on student attitude toward Instruction 
vas Investigated In two studies. Although both studies found behavioral objectives 
to have a facilltatlve effect on achievement, results of student attitude measures 
were not consistent. Tleman (1966), comparing behavioral objectives to general 
objectives, found that students who received specific objectives had a more 
positive attitude toward Instruction, Piatt (1969), comparing behavioral object- 
ives to no objectives, found that even though students receiving behavioral 
objectives scored higher on a post-test measure of performance, their attitude 
toward instruction vas significantly lower. It should be noted that Tieman's 
measure of college students* attitude tovard instruction vas assessed by a course 
evaluation questionnaire, vhile Piatt *s seventh graders completed the standardized 
Bayes-Pupil-Teacher Reaction Scale. The evidence provided by these tvo studies 
do not varrant any substantive conclusions. The effect of behavioral objectives 
on student attitude toward Instruction is summarized in Table 3* 



TABLE 3 



THE EFFECT OF BEHAVIOBAL OBJECTIVES ON STUDENT 
ATTITUDE TOVARD INSTRUCTION 



Independent 
Variables 



Dependent 
Variables 



Researcher 



B,0. 0,0, Other 



Ft, R,T, 



Results 



Tleman 1966 



X 



X 



X 



X 



Achievements significant differ- 
enee«^B,0,, R,T, only. 
Attitude: significantly higher 
vith B,0. 



Piatt 1969 



X 



No object* X 
ives 



Achievement t significant differ- 
ence— B,0, 

Attitude: significantly lower 
vith B,0. 
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anpirlcal inveatigationa have examined the effeeta of behavioral objeetivea 
on Btwdent achievement, atudent achievement on various learning levela, and atudent 
attitude toward inatruction, Reaulta of theae inveatigationa fall to renolve the 
objectively controveray, Studiea which have found no aignificant differencea 
between experimental groupa receiving behavioral object ivea and control groupa 
are aa numeroua aa thoae which have found such a difference, 

Deapite the voluminoua literature on behavioral objectivea, it la diffifcult 
to draw meaningful concluaiona. Virtually every empirical inveatigation, regardleaa 
of reaulta, concludea by pointing out the need for continued reaearch. Clearly, 
the generalizabllity of empirical reaearch regarding the effeeta of behavioral 
objectivca remaina to be determined. As Jenkina and Deno (1971) point out, the 
argument which auggeata that explicitly atating behavioral objectivea produeea 
improvement in learning la a difficult argument to aupport empirically. The need 
for reaearch vhich clearly identifiea and apeeifiea appropriate criteria for the 
variablea Involved ia eaaential before meaningful concluaiona can be drawn. 

The Effeeta of Two l^ypea of Inatructional 
Obje^^tivea on Student Achievement and 
Attitude in a Baaic Speech Communication 

Courae 

The rationale for thia atudy ia a direct reault of the controveray generated 
by educational theoriata regarding the effects of behavioral objectivea and the 
contradictory reaulta evident in empirical reaearch. The purpoae of thia atudy was 
to determine whether communication of behavioral objectivea affecta atudent achieve- 
ment and attitude in a baaic apeeeh eoMnunieation courae. More Bpeeifieally thia 
atudy tested the following null hypotheses t 

1, There ia no significant difference in achievement acorea between 
atudenta provided with behavioral objectivea and atudenfs provided 
with general objectivea. 
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2, There Is no significant difference la achievement scores at 
different levels of cognitive learning between students provided 
with behavior objictives and students provided with general 
objectives. 

3. There is no signiflviant difference in attitude coward instruction 
between students prtivir^ed with behavioral objectives and students 
provided with generisil objectives. 

Method 

Sub.iects 

Twenty instructors and their ^17 students, representing twenty class 
sections of the basic speech coDununication course at a Midwestern university 
served as subjects. In order to assign subjects to the two treatment groins 
(behavioral objectives or general objectives) the twenty instructors were 
administered the Instructional Objectives Preference List which measures 
instructor attitude toward instructional objectives. The instructor with the 
highest score (most positive attitude toward behavioral objectives) was assii^ned 
on the basis of chance, to the general objectives treatment, the instructor with 
the next highesi score was assigned to the behavioral objectives treatment, and 
so on, until ten instructors and their students were assigned to each of the two 
treatments « 

Experimental Stimulus 

This investigation took place during the three week second unit (Dyadic 
Communication) of the course. Nine instructional objectives based on the three 
assigned chapters in the required textbook were utilised in this study. Construction 
of the objectives was completed in three stages. First, the most important aspects 
of each chapter were outlined. Second, from the outline, a series of sunnary 
statements was generated in the form, "The student should be able to identify a 
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number of conanunlcation breakdowns." The suninary statements were then combined, 
rewritten— or, in some cases, eliminated— to Include, finally, nine statements. 
Using Klbler«s criteria for behavioral objectives (Kibler et al, 19T0, p. 33), 
and TVler's criteria for general objectives (1950, pp. 89-30), each statement was 
then written in the appropriate objective form. Additionally, each behavioral 
objective was constructed to represent a specific level of learning as prescribed 
by Bloom's cognitive taxonomy of educational objectives (Bloom et al, 19^6). 
Three Judges determined the validity of the distinction between the behavioral 
objectives and the general objectives. When asked to distinguish between 
behavioral and general objectives, the Judges responded with perffect agreement. 
Additionally, these Judges agreed unanimously that the objectives were covered 
in the assigned chapters in the text. The behavioral objectives were submitted 
to a panel of six Judges in an effort to establish the reliability of the 
specified level of learning. Each Judge received the nine behavioral objectives 
and an outline of Bloom's cognitive taxonomy of educational objectives and 
classified each objective into the appropriate level of learning. Using Holsti's 
(1969) composite reliability formula, the reliability of the six Judges' classi- 
fication of behavioral objectives, according to level of learning, was .9l»— a 
sufficient statistical substantiation of inter-Judge reliability. 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were employed to test the three hypotheses in this study, 
A content test was devised by the researcher to measure overall student achievement. 
Subscales of this test were used to measure achievement at different levels of 
cognitive learning. Levels of cognitive learning were defined in terms of Bloom's 
et al (1956) six categories of educational objectives. For reasons of efficiency 
learning level one consisted of categories one and two (knowledge and comprehension); 



21 



-19- BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

categories three and four (application and analysis) formed learning level two, 
and learning level three combined categories five and six (sjmtheeis and evaluation). 
The Purdue Bating Scale for Instruction (PRSI) vas employed to measure student 
attitude toward instruction. 

The content test consisted of fifty items arranged into eight questions 
(e.g., question one consisted of nine items, question two, three items, and so on). 
Each question, based on assigned chapters in the text, corresponded with a specific 
objective and was written to assess the appropriate level of learning represented 
by the objective. The order of the questions on the content test was identical 
to the order of the objectives presented to the students (i.e., question one 
tested objective one; question two tested objective two, etc.). 

A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient detennined the reliability 
of the content test. Using the Spearman-Brown Prophesy formula for correction, 
the resulting correlation, based on 1*17 tests, was r.«83, significant beyond the 
.01 level. 

Content validity was established by employing the test grid or blueprint 
method and using three expert Judges independently to match the test questions with 
the appropriate objective. This method resulted in complete agreement among the 
three Judges. Further validation was achieved when five instructors from each of 
the two treatments agreed positively that each objective was represented on the 
content test. 

The Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction (Reamers and Weisbrodt, I96U) was 
used to measure student attitude toward instruction. The PRSI consists of twenty- 
six scales; scales one through ten and twenty-six assess the effectiveness of the 
Instructor, and scales eleven through twenty-five measure various factors of the 
course. The twenty-six item PRSI is the result of years of research and refinement 



22 



-20- 

and ie considered reliable and valid, 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Procedure 

On the first day of Unit Two, the Instructors distributed the Instructional 
objectives to their students and assigned the appropriate chapters in the text. 
Ten sections of students received behavioral objectives and ten sections received 
general objectives. The students were told that the objectives they received were 
the product of their particular Instructor and that they would be tested over then 
at the conclusion of the unit. Students were also told that the objectives 
should be considered as areas of primary Importance; areas In which they should 
focus their attention. On the final day of the unit each Instructor administered 
the content test and the attitude measure. 

To control the possible effect the content test might have on student 
attitudes, each treatment group was subdivided into two groups to facilitate the 
control of the order cf presentation of the testing materials. Five sections, 
selected randomly in each treatment group, received the attitude measure immediately 
before the content test, and the remaining five sections received the attitude 
measure immediately following the content test. The content test and the attitude 
measure were completed in one fifty minute class period. 

Analysis of Data 

Two-by-two analyses of variance were employed to test for significant 
differences in student achievement and student attitude toward instruction. 
When testing for differences in student achievement on three levels of learning, 
a series of t-tests was used. A confidence level of .01 was establish^- for 
rejection of the null hypotheses. 
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Analysis of variftnce of ac) levement scores on the content test are 
reported in Table U. Results of this table indicate that students provided 
with behavioral objectives scored significantly higher on the content test of 
cognitive learning than did students who received the general objectives (F»76,7lt, 
p. > .01). No significant difference in achievement scores were found to be 
related to the order of presentation of testing naterials. Similarly, no 
significant interaction between type of objective and order of presentation of 
testing materials was evident. The first null hypothesis was rejected. 

TABI£ k 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 



Source of Variance 


df. 




F-Ratio 


Probability 


Treatments 


1 


2805.570 


76.7»»9»« 


.000 


Levels^ 


1 


1.285 


.035 


.81*5 


Interaction 


1 


'♦5.159 


1.235 


•266 


Within 


i»13 


36.555 







•Order of presentation of testing materials t Level 1, Attitude measure completed 
before achievement test; Level 2, Attitude measure completed following the 
achievement test. 

*81gnlf leant at the .01 level. 
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To test the second hypothesis a series oft-tests v«s computed for each 
level of learning. Reaull^a of the t-tests, reported in Table 5, indicate that 
students provided vith behavioral objectives scored significantly higher on each 
level of learning them students provided vith general objectives. The t-value 
for each of the three levels of learning was statistically significant beyond 
the .01 level. In view of these findings the second null hypothesis was rejected. 

* 

TABI£ 3 

t-TBST VALUES OF ACHIEVEMENT ON THREE LEVEIS OP I£ARNING 



Level of Learning n df t-Value 

1. Knowledge and Comprehension klT kl3 

2. Application and Analysis klf kl^ 

3. Synthesis and Evaluation klf Ul^ 



Significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

To detemlne the effect type of objective had on student attitudes toward 
instruction, three 2x2 analyses of variance were computed on student responses to 
the Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction. The first analysis of variance, reported 
in Table 6, was computed on the combined twenty-six scales of the PRSI and revealed 
that student attitudes toward instruction were not significantly influenced by the 
type of objective. A significant difference In attitude scores however, was 
related to the order of presentation of testing materials. Students who completed 
the attitude measure before being auminlstered the content test had a significantly 
more positive attitude toward instruction than students who completed the content 



7.252»» 
3.631»» 
6.286»» 
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tost before the aittituae measure. The interaction variance, however, wa« not 
significant. 

The Becond analysis of variance was computed on those scales which measure 
student attitude toward the course and are reported in Table 7, Type of objective 
did not significantly influence student attitude toward the course. Consistent 
with previously reported results the order of presentation of testing materials 
did have a significant effect on student attitude. Students who took the attitude 
measure before the content test had a more positive attitude toward the course 
than students who took the attitude measure following the content test. No 
significant interaction between treatments and order of presentation of testing 
materials occurred. 

The third analysis of variance, reported in Table 8, was computed on those 
scales which measure student attitude toward the instructor. Congruent with 
previously reported results, type of objective did not significantly influence 
student attitude toward the instructor. A difference in attitude, although not 
statistically significant, was related to the order of presentation of testing 
materials. Students who took the attitude measure before the content test had a 
more positive attitude toward the Instructor than students who took the attitude 
measure following the content test. An interaction effect indicated that students 
who received behavioral objectives and took the attitude measure before the content 
test had a more positive attitude than students in the same treatment group who 
took the attitude measure following the content test. The ditterence in the 
mean scores, however, was not statistically significant. 
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Source of Variance 


df 


MS. 


P-Ratio 


Probability 


Treatments 


1 


10l»3.98U 


3.753 


.050 


levels 


1 




10.195*» 


.001 


Interaction 


1 


72.518 


• 

.260 


.616 


Within 


361t 


278.113 







Significant at the .01 level of confidence 



TABLE 7 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE OP STUDENT 
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE COURSE 



Source of Variance 


df 


MS. 


P«-Ratlo 


Probability 


Treatments 


1 




1*.533 


.031 


Levels 


1 


685.636 


9.058«« 


.003 


Interaction 


1 


3if.l39 


•I15O 


.509 


Within 


3eii 


75.715 







Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
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Source of Variance 


df 


MS. 


F-Ratio 


Probability 


Treatment 8 


1 


69.2^1 


.788 


•621 


Levels 


1 


»»73.080 


U.178 


.039 


Interaction 


1 




3.»»83 


.059 


Within 


38i» 


113.232 







Discussion 

Results of this study support the contention that behavioral objectives 
have a positive, facilitatlve effect on student achievement. Students provided 
vith behavioral objectives tcored significantly higher on a content test of 
cognitive learning than students provided vith general objectives. Similarly, 
on the content test, students provided vith behavioral objectives scored sig- 
nificantly higher on each of three specified levels of cognitive learning than 
students provided vith general objectives. 

Interpretation of these results lend credence to the theoretical positions 
of a number of educators, particul>!:rly those who have stressed the ImportAAce, to 
the student, of stating objectives in behavioral terms. For example, the contention 
articulated by Popham (l969a), Kibler, et al (1970), and Brooks and Priedrich (1973), 
that behavioral objectives provide a direction and goal for the students efforts 
is supported by the present study. The learning experiences provided the students 
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CMPOUghout this study varied from Instructor to instpuetor end were not designed 
for the specific achievement of the objectives provided by the researcher. In 
view of the difference in achievement scores between the two treatment groups it 
seeiP'^ I v»asonable to assume that students provided with behavioral objectives used 
these objectives to direct their attention and effort toward the achievement of 
the objectives. Similarly, Gagne»s (1965b) contention that behavioral objectives 
enable the student to organize his own learning experiences is supported by the 
present study. It would appear that the students provided with behavioral 
objectives, knowing exactly what was expected of them, organized their learning 
activities around the achievement of the objectives. In this way, as Harless 
(1971) has suggested, each student knew when he had achieved an objective and 
when he had not. If in fact the students used the objectives to focus their 
attention and efforts and to structure their own learning activities toward the 
achievement of the objectives, the behavioral objectives employed In this study 
may well have served as a positive reinforcement for the student. As Reynolds 
(1968) has pointed out, when the student Is able to assess his progress as he 
works and is rewarded, the task to be achieved (spelled out explicitly in the 
behavioral objectives) msy function to motivate the student and encour;^e him to 
participate more fully in the learning experience. 

This study strongly supports the contention that learning can be enhanced 
by providing students in advance of instruction, explicit statements In the form 
of behavioral objectives, about what is expect ad of the student as a result of 
instruction. It seems reasonable to assure the clasBroom teacher that when students 
are provided with instructional objectives, clearly specified in behavioral terms, 
and Informed of the importance and purpose of the objectives, learning will be 
enhanced. 
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In the present otudy behavioral objectives did not have a oienificont 
effect on student attitude toward instruction, the course, or the instructor, 
however, a trend did emerge indicating that students provided with behavioral 
objectives had a more positive attitude toward each of these factors than students 
provided with general objectives. Interpretation of these results indicate that 
behavioral objectives do not have a negative influence on student attitudes toward 
instruction and msy' in fact foster more positive attitudes in students than 
general objectives. Considerably more research in this area, however, needs to be 
done before substantative conclusions can be drawn. Perhaps the most significant 
implication pertains to the effect the order of presentation of testing materials 
has on student attitudes. Results of this study indicated that students who were 
administered the attitude meaaure prior to the achievement test had significantly 
more positive attitudes toward instruction, the course and the instructoi' than 
students who were administered the attitude measure following the achievement test. 
These results are particularly relevant to the classroom teacher. Frequently 
students are requested to evaluate courses they are enrolled in and often this 
evaluation takes place the last day of the term during the final examination 
period. The teacher who wishes to enhance student evaluation of instruction would 
do well to administer the evaluation form before the final examination. 

In view of the growing demand for accountability in education, it is 
imperative that educators find ways to develop effective instruction efficiently 
and systematically. It is argued that the use of behavioral objectives is a step 
in that direction. The results of this study clearly support the implementation 
of behavioral objectives into the teaching-learning process. Additional evidence, 
however, is required before the objectives controversy can be unequivocally resolved. 
A number of critical issues regarding the construction, use, and effectiveness of 
behavioral objectives remain unresolved. Continued research in these areas is needed. 



ERIC ^ 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Allen, R.Rt , and Willmington, S, Clay^ Speech Communication in the Secondary 
School . Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1972. 

Anapach, C.L. "Speech Classes Which Appeal to the Administration." Southern 
Speech Journal . March 19i»2, pp. 116-117. — — - 

Amstine, Donald G. "The Language and Values of Programned Instruction: Part 2." 
The Educational Forua 28 (March 196l») . 

Atkin, J. Myron. "Behavioral Objectives in Curriculum Design: A Cautionary Note." 
The Science Teacher, May 1968, pp. 27-30. 



» "Some Efvaluation Problems in a Course Content Improvement Project." 
Journal of Research ^ Science Teaching 1 (1963) : 129-132. 

Baker, Eldon E. "Aligning Speech Evaluation and Behavioral Objectives." Speech 
Teacher . March 1967, pp. 158-I6O. 

Bishop, D.D. "Effectiveness of Prior Exposure to Performance Objectives as a 
Technique for Improvement of Student Recall and Retention." Ph.D. disser- 
tation, Ohio State University, 1969. 

Blaney, J. P., and McKie, D. "Knowledge of Conference Objectives and Effect Upon 
Learning . " Adult Education Journal 19 ( I969 ): 98-105 . 

Blanton, Smiley, and Blanton, Margaret G. "The Broader Aspects of Speech Training." 
Quarterly Journal of Speech . January 1918, pp. l»7-52. 

Bloom, Benjamin S, , et al. Taxonomy of Educational Ob.lectives : Handbook I, The 
Cognitive Domain . New York: Longjnans, Green, David McKay, Inc., 195?. ~ 

Boardman, Dorris E. "The Effects of Advanced Knowledge of Behavioral Objectives 
on Students* Achievement In Remedial Chemistry." Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of California, Los Angeles, 1970. 

Breniman, Lester. "A Study of Principles and Objectives Conmon to the Major Speech 
Areas." Speech Teacher . September 1958, pp. 233-235. 

Briggs , Leslie J . Handbook of Procedures for the Design ^ Instruction . American 
Institute for Research, 1970. 

Brigham, Gordon D. "Objectives of a Basic Public Speaking Course." Western Speech . 
March 1950, pp. 27-36, 

Brooks, William D. , Priedrlch, Gustav W. Teaching Speech Conmunieation in the 
Secondary School . Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1973. 

Buys, Wiiiiiim. "Report of the Speech Committee." In The Dialogues of the Arts 
of Language, edited by P.M. Rice, pp. 117-162. Lincoln, Nebr.: University 
of Nebraska, 1966. 



ERIC 



31 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Syera, Burton H. "Speech and the Principles of Learning." Speech Teacher . March 
1963i pp. 136-lifO. 

Cegala, Donald J. "Implementation of Behavioral Objectives in Speech Communication 
Instruction." Short course presented at Speech Communication Association 
Annual Meeting, 1972. 

Churchman, C.W. "Humanizing Education." Center Magazine 1 (l968h90»Q8. 

Clevenger, Theodore, "Some Factors Involved in Classroom Procedures for the 

Acquisition of Verbal Concepts." Speech Teacher . September 1968, pp. 207-209. 

Cogswell, J.F. "Instructional Management Information Systems." In Machine 

Systems in Education, edited by V.W. Loughany. New York: Harper and Row. 
1966. • 

Cohen, Arthur M. Objectives for College Courses . Beverly Hills, Calif.: Glencoe 
Press Macmlllan Company, 1970. 

Collins, Kenneth M. "An Investigation of the Variables of Bloom's Mastery Learning 
Model for Teaching Junior High School Mathenatics." Ph.D. dissertation, 
Purdue University, 1971. 

"Committee on Evaluation." Spectra . December 1969, pp. 3-5, 

Conlon, Betsy A. "A Comparison of the Performance of Seventh-Grade Students With 
and Without Prior Knowledge of the Objectives of an Individualized Science 
Program." Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State University, 1970. 

Cooper, Lane. The Rhetoric of Aristotle . New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts , 
Inc., 1932. 

Dalls, Gus T. "Effects of Precise Objectives Upon Student Achievement in Health 
Education." The Journal of Experimental Education 39 (Winter 1970): 20-23. 

DeCecco, John P. The Psychology of Learning and Instruction s Educational Psycho- 
le«y« Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968. 

Doty, Charles R. "The Effect of Practice and Prior Knowledge of Educational 

Objectives on Performance." Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1968. 

Ebel, Robert L. "The Relation of Testing Programs to Educational Goals." The 
ISE^ Improvement of School Testing Programs . Part 2: 62nd Yearbook 
of the National Society for the Study of Education. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1963, pp. 26«)4l». 

Eisner, Elliott. "Educational Objectives: Help or Hindrance?" School Review 75 
(Autumn I967) : 250-260. 

"Instructional and Expressive Objectives: Their Formulation and Uses 



In Curriculum." In Instructional Objectives . AERA Monograph 111, edited by 
James Popham, pp. 1-16. Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1969. 



ERIC 



32 



BEST m AVAILABLE 

Engle, Roberta S, "An Experimental Study of the Effect of Stated Behavioral 

Objectives on Achievement in a Unit of Instruction on Negative and Rational 
Base Systems of Numeration." Master's thesis, University of Maryland, 1968. 

Prankel, Robert. "Charting a Rood Through the Speech Wilderness." Quarterly 
Journal of Speech . October 1937, pp. li78-»480. 

Gagne, Robert M. The Conditions of Learning . New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 196$. 

"The Analysis of Instructional Objectives for the Design of Instruction. 



In Teaching Machines and Programmed Learning . II, edited by R. Glazer. 
Washington, D.C.: National Education Association of the U.S., 1965. 



^ • Curriculum Research and the Promotion of Learning." In Perspectives 

Curriculum Evaluation. AERA Monograph I, edited by Rogert Stake, pp. 21-65. 
Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1967. • vv* o?. 

OeiB t George L. Behavioral Ob.lectives: A Review of the Literature . Stonford, 

Calif.: ERIC, Clearinghouse of Media and Technology, Stanford University, 1972, 



_ . "Retention— A Pseudo-Problem?" National Society for Pro«rainmed 

Instruction Journal 5 (l9g6hlQ«l^. ' " B " 

Ooodlad, John. "Curriculum: The State of the Field." Reivew of Educational 
Beswch 30 (June i960): 185-198. 

Green, Thomas P. "Teaching, Acting, and Behaving." Harvard Educational Reviev 
3*» (Pall 1961»): 507. — 

Gruner, Charles R. "Behavioral Objectives for the Grading of Classroom Speeches." 
Speech Teacher . September I968, pp. 207-209. 

Gronlund, Norman E. Stating Behavioral Ob.lectlves for Classroom Instruct ion. 
New York: MacMi 11 an Company, 1970. — — 

Horless, J.H. Objective Ob.lectives. Palls Church, Va.: Herless Educational 
Technologists, Inc., 1971. • 

Kenning, Janes H. Improving Oral Communication. New York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, 1966. — — 

Hershman, Kennith E. "The Efficacy of Advance Organizers and Behavioral Objectives 
for Improving Achievement in Physics." Ph.D. dissertation, Purdue University, 

Holsti , Ole R. Content Analysis for the Social Sciences and Humanities . Reading. 
Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 19S9i! — 01 

Holtaman, Paul D. "An Open Letter to a Beginning Speech Student," Today's Speech. 
January 1955, pp. 1-2. L.— 



BE^ COPY AVAIUBLI 

Idol, Harriet P. "The Objectives of Fundamental Speech Courses," Southern 
Speech Journal . September 19l»3, p. 15, — — — 

Jenkins, J.R., and Deno, S.L. "Influence of Knowledge and OVpe of Objectives on 
Subject Matter Learning," Journal of Educatlonol Psychology 62 (February 
.T97l):67-70. ^ 

Jenkins, Joseph P., and Deno, Stanley L, "A Model for Instructional Objectives 
Kw»8ponsibility Advantages." Educational Technology 10 (December 1970);ll-l6, 

Kapfer, Miriam B, Behavioral Ob^lectives in, Curriculum Development . Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J,: Educational Technology Publications, 1971, 

Keltner, John W, Interpersonal Speech-Communication t Elements and Structures . 
Belmont, Calif,; Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1970. 

Kibler, Pobert J, , and Barker, Larry L, , eds. Conceptual Frontiers in Speech- 
Communication! Report of the Nev Orleans Conference on Research and 
Instructional Development . Nev York: Speech Association of America, 1969. 

Kibler, Pogert J. "Developinr, Behavioral Objectives for Undergraduate Speech 

Instruction." Paper read at the 1963 Speech Association of America Convention, 
Denver, Colorado. 

Kibler, Robert J.; Barker, Larry L.; and Cegala, Donald J. "A Rationale for 
Using Behavioral Objectives in Speech Communication Instruction," Speech 
Teacher . November 1970, pp. 2U5-256. 

Kibler, Pobert J., Barker, Larry L., and Miles, David T. Behavioral Ob.lectlves 
and Instruction . Boston : Allyn and Bacon Publishers , 1970. 

Komisar, B. Paul. "Conceptual Analysis of Teaching." High Schoo l Journal 50 
(October 1966): U. 

Komisar, P., and McClellan. James. "Professor Amstine and Programmed Instruction." 
Educational Forum 29 (May 1965):1j67-1*75. 

Krathwohl, David R. "Stating Objectives Appropriately for Program, for Curriculum, 
and for Instructional Material Development." Journal of Teacher Education 16 
(1965): 83-92. 

Lawrence, P.M. "The Effects of Three lypes of Organizing Devices on Academic 
Achievement." Ph.D. dissertation. University of Marylond, 1970. 

MacDonald, James B. "Perspective on Technological Rationality In Education." 

Washington, D.C.: Association for the Supervision and Curriculum Development, 
Curriculum Research . November 1966. 

Mager, Robert F. Preparing Instructional Ob.lectives . Belmont, Calif.: Peoron 
Publishers, 19b2. 



34 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Mager, Robert F., and McCann, J.R, Learner-Controlled Instr-uctlon , Palo Alto: 
Varlan and AsBOciates, 196I, — — 

Mager, Robert F., and Pipe, Peter. Analyzing Performance Problema or "You Really 
Oughta Vanna ." Belmont, Calif: Fearon Publishers, 1970^ — 

Nixon, Richard M. "Message on Education Reform." American Education (April 1970): 



OJemann, Ralph H. "Should Educational Objectives Be Stated in Behavioral Terms?" 
The Elementary School Journal 68 (February I968): 223-228. 

• "Should Educational Objectives be Stated in Behavioral Texms?" Part II. 

©le Elementary School Journal 69 (February I969) : 229-235. 

Olson, G.H. "A Multivariate Examination of the Effects of Behavioral Objectives, 
Knowledge of Results, and the Assignment of Grades on the Facilitation of 
Classroom Learning." Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State University, 1971. 

Oswald, J.M., and Fletcher, J.D. "Some Measured Effects of Specificity and Cognitive 
Level of Explicit Instructional Objectives Upon Test Performance Among Eleventh 
Grade Social Science Students." Paper read at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Minneapolis, 1970. 

Papay, J.P. "An Investigation of the Effects of Type, Location, and Distribution 
of Learning Instructions on the Acquisition and Retention of Meaningful Prose 
Materials." Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State University, 1971. 

Piatt, Robert George. "An Investigation of the Effect the Training of Teachers in 
Defining Writing and Implementing Educational Behavioral Objectives Has on 
Learner Outcomes for Students Enrolled in a Seventh Grade Mathematics Program 
in the Public Schools. Ph.D. dissertation, Lehigh University. 

Popham, W. James. Instructional Objectives . AERA Monograph III. Chicago: Rand 
McNally and Company, 1969. 

« "Probing the Validity of Arguments Against Behavioral Objectives." 
In Curent Research on Instruction . edited by Richard C. Anderson. Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., I969. 

Remmers, H.H. , and Weisbrodt, J .A. Manual of Instructions for the Purdue Rating 
Scale for Instruction. Lafayette, Ind.: Purdue Research Foundation. Purdue 
University, 196U, 

Reynolds, O.S. A Primer of Operant Conditlontne . Glen view. 111.: Scott Foresman, 
1968. 

Schneiderwent, M.D. "The Effects of Using Behavioral Objectives in the Instruction 
of Harvard Project Physics." Ph.D. dissertation. University of Northern 
Colorado, 1970. 



ERIC 



35 



BEST COPY AVAIIABLE 



Scott, Walter R. The Psycholo«ar of Public Speaking . New York? Hulda, Hayden 
and Eldredge, Inc., 1906. 

Smith, S.A. "The Effects of Two Variables on the Achievement of Slow Learners 
on a Unit in Mathematics." Master's thesis. University of Maryland, 1967. 

Stedraan, C.H. "The Effects of Prior Knowledge of Behavioral Objectives on Cog- 
nitive Learning Outcomes Using Programmed Materials in Genetics." Ph.D. 
dissertation, Indiana University, 1970. 

Strain, Lucille B. "Behavioral Objectives: A Needed Perspective." Journal of 
Secondary Education 1*5 (April 1970hieg»lflU. 

Ticman, Phillip W. "Student Use of Behaviorally-Stated Objectives to Augment 
Conventional and Programmed Revisions of Televised College Economics 
Lectures." Paper read at the Arnual Meeting of the American Educational 
Association, Chicago, 1966. 

"The Functions of Measurement in Impi'oving Instruction." In Educa- 



tional Measurement, edited by F. Lindquist. Washington, D.C.: American 
Council on Education, 1930. 

Vargas, J.S. Writing Worthwhile Behavioral Objectives , New York: Harper and 
Row, 1972. 

Weinburg, H. "Effects of Presenting Varying Specificity of Course Objectives to 
Students on Learning Motor Skills and Associated Cognitive Material." Ph.D. 
dissertation. Temple University, 1970. 

Yelon, S.L., and Schmidt, W.H. "The Effect of Objectives and Instructions on 

the Learning of a Complex Cognitive T^^sk." Paper read at the Annual Meeting 
of the American Educational Research A«sociatlon, New York, 1971. 



